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Dear Sir: 

Applicant requests review of the Final Rejection in the above-identified application. No 
amendments are being filed with this request. 

This request is being filed with a Notice of Appeal. 
The review is requested for the reasons stated below. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Huuhtanen (European Patent Publication EP 0 674 441 Al; 
hereinafter "Huuhtanen") in view of Pasqualino (US Publication No. 2002/0163598 Al; 
hereinafter "Pasqualino") further in view of Kluttz (US Patent No. 6,598,181). 

It is respectfully submitted that the cited references, either individual or in combination, 
do not disclose every limitation recited in independent claims 1, 6, and 12. More specifically, 
with respect to claim 1, it is respectfully submitted that the cited references do not disclose 

"forming a first group of encrypted data packets by encrypting some of the data packets based 
upon a first set of encryption values" and "forming a second group of encrypted data packets by 
encrypting those data packets not already encrypted based upon a second set of encryption 



values" for "related data packets." The Applicant previously successfully argued that Huuhtanen 
and Pasqualino fail to teach these elements. In response to this, the Examiner cited newly found 
reference Kluttz reference as allegedly teaching these elements. Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Kluttz discloses encrypting different parts of a document using different encryption keys. 
There is nothing in Kluttz, however, that suggests that the encryption could occur on packets as 
opposed to a document. Indeed, Kluttz purported reason for the multi-level encryption is to 
"provide differing levels of access to the document without separately providing information 
about which portions of the document are encrypted with which encryption keys." This has 
nothing to do with protecting a file when transmitting it via packets, and indeed the entire Kluttz 
reference appears to be directed towards a single computer system, not a computer network. 

To put it simply, encrypting different parts of a document is not the same as encrypting 
different packets, and thus the prior art fails to teach or suggest elements of claim 1. 

For the above reasons, amended independent claim 1 is patentably distinct from the cited 
references. Independent claims 6 and 12 recite similar limitations and are therefore patentably 
distinct from the cited references for the same reasons as applied to claim 1 . 

Dependent claims 2-5, 7-11, 13-16, 18, 19, and 20 directly or indirectly depend from 
claims 1, 6, and 12, and are therefore respectfully submitted to be patentable over the art of 
record for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to the independent claims. Further, 
these dependent claims recite additional limitations that when considered in the context of the 
claimed invention further patentably distinguish the art of record. 
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